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THE 


PREFACE. 


S 
rom the Aſperſions of a late Li 

entituled, Prieſtcraft in Perfection, &c. and 
therein. endeavour d to give a full and ſati a- 
Cory Anſwer to all the Objections produc d by 
that Author againſt the Authority of the affir- 
mative Clauſe of the Twentieth Article, whether 
in oppoſition to Archbiſhop Laud's Defence of it 
in bis Speech in the Star- Chamber, or in farther 
proof ot that Charge of Forgery, which is now 
upon this occaſion renew'd againit the Clergy t 
And in proſecution of this Argument bavmg 
been oblig d to turite a much longer Book, than, 
either was neceſſary for the bare proof of the 
n, of. that Clauſe, or is likely to be 


Hz ſome time ſince publiſb d A Vin- 


diſpers'd inta balf the Handi, into whjch that ; 


Label bas come : Therefore that the Antidote 


may, if paſſible, reach as far as the Poiſon, , 


been perſuaded. to draw together into ag 


art a Compaſs as I could, all the poſitive Eui- 
dence in 


ſufficient to prove it gie, ang conſequently 
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at Book brought in behalf of the © 
Clauſe in queſtion ; and-4Þ1s 22 abungantly _ 
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The Preface. ; 


t0 diſprove its pretended Forgery , I thought 
it would be enough after that, to give the 
Heads of that Author's Objettions againit this 
Evidence, and of the Arguments by which be 
endeavours to make his (barge good, together 
with the Subſtance of what: I bave anſwer'd 
at large to botb: and I was willing to bope, 
that ſuch an Abſtradt as this might" be uſeful 
or cohumbn Readers, who may 79 well ſpare, 
either Money to purchaſe the larger Vindica- 
tion, or Time to peruſe it. be 
After having long had this in my Thoughts 
bas which at laſt deter min d ne fo fer 4. 
bout it, was a Letter from abroad, A 
an account, bow 'induftriouſly the Autbor F 
Prieſteraft bad diſpers d that Pamphlet be- 
youd the Seas; and by procuring an Extract of 
it ro be publiſd d in the Nouvelles de la Re- 
publique des Lettres“ had taten care to ſpread 
abe Infection of it all over Europe: and Ar. Ber- 
nard, he Author of that Journal; profeſſing 
bimſelf* as ready to publiſh an account of any 
Anſwer Yo that Libel, as be'was,"that of the 
Libel zz ſelf : This'T roof to be a piece of Satiſ- 
faction in all Fuſtice fs due 16 theWorld, that I 
nud not refuſe contribmiug my poor. Mite to 
it 5 eſpecially when at the ſame time it give. 
mne an Opportunity of doing our excellent Church 
Right, as well at bum ut abroad. 
And if in drawing out this" Abſtract I do. 


iN {855 ot always tie my elf up 70 the Method of 


de Vindication,” which" yet I fall follow in 
; 8 be main, I bops 1 may allow'd"to take a 
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The Pteface. 


8 e oπꝛn 2 2 
7 aps mi e rope r cot Anot 2 at; 

25 that reaſon 1 — any 
little addir ian to the Argument of That, which 
T ſball-think may add to the: force it. 
"What: tiny ſaid ar 

of the VagWication 7o-prove againſt \auotber 
Paper *, thatule Act of Parliament-of the 1 2 
of 2: Elizabeth anjain d Subſcription, 1 41 

the XXXIX. Articles wir baut Except ian, thoſe 
concerning Diſcipline a ue Doctrine, 


ſaid ar large in the Preface 


and gatticulur iy ro be Homilyagainſt Rebel» = 


lion, (which ſerves, for an Anſmer. to another 
Writer; ) rbis, and. what elſe was. only, inti- 
dental to ny: Argument iu that Work, I ſhall 
whally omit here; togatber with tboſe Refle- 


Hons upon another Libel? ar the latter end 
of the Preface; which ſhew how little that Li- 


beller underſtande, either\tbe Queſtion be pre- 


tends tu meddle with, or even the. Author, be 


takes upon him to commendl. 


| 1703 
I mutt add for the Satisfaftion of tbe Baok- 


ſeller, who. otherwiſe may approbend from this 
Abridgment, ſome Prejudice to the Sale of 
the Vindication, bat befides. thaſe incidental 


matters in the Preface of nbar, nom mentiom d, 
a great part of the Book as ſelf. is berg git or 


wholly omitted, or but lightly touch d, as not 
material to the main ao (which is 


all I conſider here) and yet ſoneceſſary in au. 


N + 22 
* os 0 


Reflections on a late Pamphlet, entituled, Prieftcrafe 


jo Perfection. Which is alſo abridg d, Repub, des Let 


Tres ubi ſup. p. | | . | 
dA 2 the true Meaning, Oc. of a Book, 


entituled , A plain and eaſy Method with the Deiſts, 


A3. öſ 


p. 43: 
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The Preface. 
ſwer to my Auverſary," that without that be 
world: — ſaid) bad not anſwer d bim; in- 
ſamucb that this is properly an Abſtract hut of 
4 ſmall part of that Book + in which'tbey * 
2 700 f it _ tbeir . r 225 it, 
many Inſtances onin 
_ Di + rec — e 
Evidence of the — ae 
Abel, diſcvver d in thoſe Abe 1 Erences 
thae conclude i ir; to ſay nothing of the parti- 
cular Vindication of Archbiſhop Land, Biſhop 
Pearſon, 'my Lord Bacon, Dr. Heylin, and 
others, from that Author's unjuſt Conſures and 
Miſrepre entations ;\ and eſpecially of the Uni. 
werfity of Oxford, and their Original Subſcri- 
ption che Lower Houſe of Condocation in 1571, 
from bis Charge of Fraud and Furgery; nor of 
that large account t iven of the two Cam- 
bridge MSS; all this and 18 much more paſs d 
% Bors will be found in 60 0 I 3 
tion 27 an Abſtra# of ſo ſma 7 
can be of no Prejudice to the dos 
it may be of oo to ſuch, who content — 
toes with the bare proof of the Fact in que- 
ton, and bave neither Leiſure nor Inclination 


z0 follow tbe Aurbor of Pricficrate thro” 1 mar 
” er Fr RNs. 
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PRIESTCRAFT, G. 


HE Author of Prieftcraſe in Perſe- 


| ' Hion, &c. charges the Clergy of the 
1 Church of England with rhe Fraud 
of inſerting. and continuing this Clauſe | The 
Church has Power to decree” Rites and Ce- 
remonies, and Authority in Controverſies of 
Faith] i tbe XX. of ber XXXIX Articles: 
and in proof of this Charge alledges, that 
the ſaid Clauſe never 15 einher the Convo- 
cation of 1562, or that of 157%, v0 Was 
contain d in the imprinted Book of Articles , 
that was ratify'd (as he calls it) by Farlia- 
ment, (Act. 13, Eliz. Chap. 12.) and that 
theſe being all the Autborities, upon which t be 
1947 aA 4 Articles 


A A Defence of the 
Articles of our Chureh ſtand, therefore this 
Clauſe has none at all, but is a perſect For- 

of the Prieſt's, contriv d to juſtify their 

U pation of a Power and Authority, to 
which the Church hath no right. 

In Anſwer to this heavy Charge I under- 
take in the Vindication to — firſt the 
great Improbability , and then the utter 
Falſhood of it. ry. x 

That nothing is more in wbb, than 
that the Clergy ſhould as, — ilty of 
ſuch a Forgery, Largue, nat only from the 
Integrity of their Character in | qr eneral, which 
1s free from any ſuch Stain; 

Iy from hence, that they codld' dane Ee bo 

to ſerve by it; for that the end juſt now 2 
tion'd, as aſſi ign d by the Aut bor o Prieftcraft, 
to have one d them to commit this Forgery, 
could hve 

W ty aſſerted in this preten; 

nf het is no more than what is 
eſſential to the Carbolick, and to every Par- 
ticular Church; vis. a Power to determine 
albithe Circumſtances neceſſary to the decent 
and orderly Worſhip of God, and an Autho- 
ty as Guardian a the F aith, to preach 
nd declare i it, and to enforce it by Eccleſia- 

Wel Cenſures; but that only as a compe- 
tent, not as an infallible Jud ge of Contro- 

verſies; for ant of which: diſtinction the 

Author of Friaſcraft confounds the queſtion 
of the Aurbority of the Church, —— d by 
2 Ubriſtiaus, With that of its Infallibility, 

eny:d by all but the Pepi/ts. ' Accordingly. 

I new, that the very . ſame Power and Au- 

thority' * and 3 has * aſſerted and 


Ter- 


* ace Are ; becauſe all the 


Church of England; Oc. 


exercis d in all the Churches, and even pre- 


tended Churches in the World; and parti- 
cularly in ours, both elſe where, and in theſe 
XXIIX. Articles; one Branch af it moſt ex- 
preſly in the XXXIVth, and the other im- 


plicitly in the VIth, and in this very XXth 


Article, excluſive of the Clauſe in queſtion. 
The end therefore alledg d to have induc d 


the Clergy to commit this Forgery being 


thus apparently falſe, and there being no 
other end they could ſerve by it, I argue, 
that there is all the Preſumption in the 
World on their fide, that they did not com- 
mit it; for that it is as ſenſleſs to ĩmagi 

they would contrive and carry on ſuck 2 


Cheat for no end at all, as it is to give the 


name of Prieſtcraft to what upon that Sup - 
poſition had been the utmoſt degree of Stu · 
pidity and Infatuation. And that on the 
other ſide there is a very great Preſumption, 
that the Fraud of raſing and 'expunging this 
Clauſe was committed by the Enemies 
of our Church; who, beſides that they 
would hereby gain a conſiderable Argument 


againſt her Authority, and a great Advan- 


tage againſt her Clergy, by repreſenting the 
former as an U ſurpation ſupported by the 
Forgery of the latter, are ſeldom known to 


ſtick at any means to compaſs their wicked 


ends; of which I give ſeveral Inſtances , and 
one a Raſure of the ſame nature With this 
before us, and that in the very Bible; com- 
mitted to countenance their Rebellion; and 
then (like this, and in ſupport of it) -charg'd 
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upon our Clergy, as another Forgery to main · 
tain the Authority of the Church. I mean 
their expunging the Contents of the 149th 
Palm, which expreſs a Power in the Church 
over ibe Conſciences of Men, and are coeval 
with that Tranſlation of the Bible read in 
Churches, and were printed in all the Edi - 
tons of . *till after they had murder d the 
King; and then to juſtify that Murder, chan - 
ging that myſtical Interpretation of the 

falm into a literal one, and by new Con- 
tents of their own, which expreſs a 'Ppwer 
over Men of the World, and the like, ſubject- 
ing the Perſons of Mex to that Power, in- 
Read of their Conſcionces; and ſuitably to 
the blaſphemous Motto of their Rebel Com- 
monwealth, God with xs, making the Scri- 
ptures countenance their binding Kings with 
Chains in a literal ſenſe, and Noble, with 
Ferrers of Iron; and accordingly that Verſe, 
and 0 e Meroz were the common Texts 
of all their Trumpeters to Rebellion. Nor 
contented to have committed fo foul a Ra- 
ſure with fo black a Deſign, to add guilt to 
both, ſeeing the old Contents have been ge- 
nerally reſtord in all the Editions ſince 
2661, they have the Inſolence to call that a 
Forgery of the-Clergy (as they do this of the 
conteſted Clauſe, which was moſt probably 


likewiſe-expung'd by them) and to alledge 
it as another inſtance of Prieftcrafe, con- 
triv'd to ſupport an Authority in the Church, 
which they pretend is an Uſurpation : 
whereas in reality it is another inſtance of 
the malicious Cunning of the Fattion, con- 
triv'd to ſubvert all the Authority of the State, 
| | 2 


Church of England, ec. IT 
as the former was to undermine that of the 
Church, and artfully brought by one of their 
own * Preachers to countenance that other. 

But to return to the Conteſted Clauſe. 
Having thus, I hope, remov'd the Prejudices 
of the Reader, and endeavoured to gain upon 
his Mind in behalf of the Clergy, and made 
way for a favourable hearing of their'Caufe ,, 
I proceed to conſider the Merits of it, and 
_ 3 to — that 2 = not 
only the greateſt preſumption, t 
certamnty the nature of the thing will = 
that they have not been guilty of the leaſt 
Fraud or Forgery in this matter; but that 
in direct contradiction to what the Author 
of Prieſtcraft aſſerts, the Conteſted Clauſe of 
the XXth Article pretended to be forg d by 
them, was unqueſtionably paſs'd with all the 
reſt of the Articles by both the Convoca- 
tions above mention'd : and (tho I think 
that no addition to its 1 yet be- 
cauſe that Author lays ſo much ſtreſs upon 
It) that it was alſo contain d in the im- 
rinted Book of Articles referr'd 'to by the 
arliament *; and conſequently is of as un- 
doubted Authority, as any other part of the 
Articles. And in proof of this main Fact, I 
Join iſſue with the Author of Prieſeraſt, and 
appeal to thoſe very Records of Convocation, 
and to that imprinted Book of Articles, from 
whence alone that Auther tells vs ©, there 
is any certainty'of this Fact to be had. But , 
. 
e Refer of the Caſe of Liurg. · Gr. Pref. 
| 0 / * „ P. 2, FO 20. | a 
Pe. S. Bl i . Priefic | 
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A Defends of ibe 
; becauſe thoſe Records: have been burnt ever Ml was 
ſince the Fire of London, and tis uncertain MI Arti 


3 


38 Copy is referr d to by the Act MW wit! 
l of Parliament above mention d; and there- Arti 
fore tis: impoſſible now to bave recourſe, I. 


either certainly to that very printed Copy, Orie 
— all to thoſe very Records; or to have I pre 
Any farther evidence in this matter, than only 
that the Clauſe in queſtion was certainly MW ble; 

bs. contain d, both in that imprinted: Book; that 
1 Whatever the Copy referr d to was, and in IM ticle 
1 thoſe Records, When they were yet in be · ¶ thok 
3 "% _ therefore I undertake to prove, as with of a 
N keblpect to that Book, (from the account-gi- Aret 
ven of it in the Act of Parliament, Which IM the | 

refers toit, and from other Arguments) that kind 
Whatever printed Copy of the Articles that I wit! 

Nag and Whether any one of that Edition W corre 

be ſtill extant or no; ꝓet it undoubtedly If 
contaip'd the Clauſe in; diſpute: ſo with Rec- 

regard to the Records of; Convocation now IM Glau 

lolt, tbat the ſaid Clauſe was as undoubt- C4 

edly cmntain d in them. And this is putting fary 

f the matter not only upon that Author so his 
I ue, but upon the eleareſt Iſſue in the briv 

A World: for to paſs oyer-the Act of Parlia- fant, 
ment, aa af little Authority in this caſe zi and I he © 
the Convdcation of 1571, as agreed on all I fity 

hands to have revie /d and ſubſorib'd the 22 

very ſame Articles paſs d in that of 1562: fl tot! 
A2. be once made appear, that the Conteſted I b fi 
Chu was xestainl)gentaig d in the Oxigi- IN Cont 


1 nal Records t the Articles, paſs d in the Con- firm. 
| -vocationof 1552, that mult be own dg bea  — 


. - JV bd '» © + + WW 23S ye . 

manifeſt progf, and all the,eyidence that the "ry 
hature ef the thing wilk now'bear, that it "= 
_— CO was | 


CY 


ib of aged, Ge. 


was not furreptitiouſly inſerted into the 
Article after it was: raked, but was paſs d 
with that and all tlie reſt of the XXXIX 
Articles in that Convocatin. 11 
I. That this Clauſe Was contain'd in the 
Original Records of the Convocation of 1562 
I prove from unqueſtionable Teſtimony the 
only-proof of Which that Fact is now capa- 
ble; and the firſt Teſtimony I give of it, is 
that of an authentick Copy of the XIth Ar- 
ticle with this Clauſe in it, tranſerib'd from 
thoſe Records, and atteſted under the Hand 
of 4 publick Notary; and this prodac'd by 
Archbiſhop Laud in theStar-Chamber;while 
the — were ſtill in being, and ans - 
kind might have acceſs to them, and de Eye- 
witneſſes of the Fact in Debate“. And = 
corroborate this Evidence I obſerve, 11:9)” 
, That the Archbiſhopappeal'd — 
Records in Defence of the: Authority of this 
Clauſe; not only thus publickly in FA Star- 
Chamber, where it might be thought neceſ- 
fary for his own Vindication,” but allo in 
his Hiftory' * of. his Troubles, andeven in his 
private Notes on a Book of Articles ſtill ex- 
tant, where Malice it ſelf cannot pretend, 
he cold have the leaft nducenientt to fal- 


ſify . 

2 That by this franls nin jen Appeal, 
to the Records, all Parties at that time were 
ſo fully ſatisfyd of the Authority of the 
Controverted Clauſe,” and have remain d fo. 
firmly perſuaded of it ever ſi ince, that there 
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A Defence of the © 
was not the leaſt Objection then made to it, 


nor (as far as I can find) has there been 


from that time till now*. And I give ſe- 
veral remarkable Inſtances of the Party's Si- 
lence in this Particular; as, 

1ſt, In two Anſwers made to the Arch- 
biſhop's Spegeb in the Star-Chamber, neither 
of which attempt to invalidate this Evidence 
from the Records produc'd there; and that 
written by Archbiſhop Williams (who could 
not be ignorant of a Fact ſo eaſily known at 
that time, as whether the Conteſted Clauſe 


was in the Records or no) makes not 


2 Objection to this Faſſage of the 


ec | | A =” 6. 

2 In the Articles of Archbiſhop Laud s 
Impeachment, where tho in two of them 
ſucceſſively they charge the Archbiſhop with 
maintaining PopiſhDoRrines contrary to the Ar- 
ticles igion, and with aiming at a vaſt, 
unlawful, and preſumptuons Power in bimſelf 

Succeſſors, a Power that was even Papal 
and Tyrannical; of which it was impoſhble 
to have given a better proof, than if they 
could have ſhewn, that he had falſify d the 
Publick Records to give credit to a Popyb 


Clauſe of the Articles, as the Author of 


Prieftcraft calls it, or as it was ſtil'd by thoſe 
primitive Libellors, to a New Article of Re- 
ligion brought from Rome, which gave the 
Prelates full Power to alter the Doctrine and 
Diſcipline of our Church at @ Blow, and that 
an Article of his own forging; yet there is 
not the leaſt tittle in any of them either of 


— 


Virndic, p. 36, 379 .* Vinic: . 37s e 


Church of England, Oc. 
this Forgery or Falſification; not a word of 
the leaſt” Frand with reſpect to the Articles, 
even where with regard to the Canons, be 
is accus'd of ry i 0 y of them to be 
1 tit iouſſy peſs'd,, and others 
crib d, G. — ich « oof p 

— paſs d as they 
ſo like this other, and to Chen 
have given ſo much Credit at 
baye prov'd it, that their * — 

ly ſnevs the could not*. 


"I , In the Humble 2 2 2 
bly of Divi Divines concerni 1 "ak 
2ddrefs'd to the Long Parliament, by 
Authority they were then {ſitting at 720. 
minſter, tho it was during their Seiſion, and 
probably at their Inſtance, that a Com- 
mittee of that 2 — did ſend to examine 
Archbiſhop Laud, and to ſearch his Office 
for what Originals of the Articles could be 
found there; and the Archbiſhop himſelf 
conjectur d (as it was very natural) that 
that Search was made on the Score of the 
- Conteſted Clauſe of the Church's Power, and 
in order to that Aſſembly's eſtabliſhing ſome- 
muß concerning it *, and therefore they 

have known certainly, whether that 
Clauſe were in the Publick Records or no; 
yet when they come to ſpeak of this power 
of the Church, they are fo far from diſown- 


ing it, or alledging this Aſſertion of it to 


have crept into our Articles by — * 
Fraud or Forgery as 1s — 


U me ei. Ml. 8 


f Vindic. * 188, 
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Sundl 
fies'of Faith, and Caſes of Cunſcience, ro ſer 


* 1 4 Pei of the 9) 


Archbi to have falſifyY the Publick Re- 
cords in favour of the Cheat; that they 

employ” wo Whole Chapters" in aſſerting 
this Power in all the * and Parts of 
it, and expreſly declare, almoſt in the 
Words 6f e Conteſted Chuſe ; 
more fully 


hiſtorially to determine Controver- 


dn Rules and Direllion- for the better br. 
dering of. the publick Worſhip of God, and Go 
wr e bit Church, 8c. — N bich Deere: 
and Determinations, if conſonant to the Word 

Got, are to be receiv'd with Reverence and 
ubriifion ; not only for their Agreemenit with 
the Word, but alſo for the Power whereby they 


are made, as being an Ordinance of | God,” * 


feine thereunto in his Nord. 

-4rvly; In the Reaſonr for tbe echt of 
Reformation in the Church, offer d to the Par- 
liament by divers Miniſters of ſundry Coun- 
riet in England, in the Year 1660, after the 
Fa#ion had been Maſters of all the Records 
in the Kingdom, and indeed of the Kingdom 
it ſelf for about twelve Years, and may be 
ſaid to have govern'd for near twenty, tho 
one of their Gbjections Was againſt the XXth 
Article, and againſt this very Clauſe; yet 
they ate ſo far there from queſtioni 71 
Authority, that they evidently > Re 
and only complain, that it being ſat Site 
XX#h, "The Church bas Power to decree Rites 


and Ceremonies, , and Autbority i in Colirrover-* 


PO 2 * wn py 


» Chap, 30, and 31. ee A 7 


zn 535 54. vue. 445 G. 
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Church of England, Oc. 

+ of Faith, we may not, ſay they, enquirs - 
— meant by 2% 6 Church, hats | 
Church Catbolick or of England - Nor what 
tbe Church'of England is; what Rites and 
Ceremonies it may ordain; or how far her Au: 
2 extends in Controverſies of Faith, ? &c. 
| } In the Conference at the Savoy 
the Year after, there was not the leaſt Ex- 
ception made either to the Authority of the 
conteſted Clanſe, or to Archbiſhop Laud's 
l to the Publick Records in Defence 
though that Conference finally con- 
cluded 3 in a Diſpute concerning the Power 
aſſerted in that * Clauſe: 

From all Which Inſtances I condhudi that 
the-Party themſelves, who firſt objected a- 
2 this Clauſe as a Forgery, were {5 
fully ſatisfy'd of its being genuine, from 
Archbiſhop' Laud's appeal to the Publick 
Records, which they could not fail to con- 
ſult ye. this Occaſion, that they had no- 
thing left to urge againſt it, and were there- 
fore conſttain'd by their Silence to fi gnify 
their Aſſent. And to ſtrengthen this con- 
cluſion I obſerve, I 

Iſt. That it had been ſo very al- to 
prove both the Archbiſhop and his Publick- 
Notary guilty of falſifying the Records in 
this particular, if the conteſted Clauſe had 
not been contain d in them, that no'proba- 
ble Reaſon can be given, why this was not 
prov'd; but becauſe upon ſearching the Re- 
cords they found the Clauſe was there, and 
that neither the ADEN nor His, Not 
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tary had been guilty of the leaſt Fatſifica- 


tion in the matter. And we may yet more 


certainly infer this, if we conſider j 

24). That it was alſo very much the In- 
tereſt.of the Party to make this diſcovery 
againſt the Archbiſhop, if he had falſify d 


the Records; and that not only to make 


good this attack againſt the Authority of 
the Church, and to faſten the odium of ſo 
foul a Crime upon the Archbiſhop and his 
Brethren ; but to Wipe off all ſuſpicion of as 
foul a Crime from themſelves, Imean that 


of having raz d and expung d this Clauſe *, 


which the Archbiſhop had openly charge d 
upon them, and which they were ſo much 
concern'd to wipe off, that in both the An- 
ſwers abovemention'd, what little is reply d 
to this part of the Archbifhop's Speech is for 
the moſt part upon the defenſtve. And fo 
is What we find ſaid thereto in another Pa- 
per Written after the Reſtoration. And 
to confirm this Remark, we may obſerve 


farther, 


- 


& %. # 


Blow it would be to the Authority of the 
Church, to ſhew that a Clauſe had been 


forg'd in ſupport of it, and fraudulently in- 


ſerted into her Articles; and that the Arch- 
biſhop had falſify'd the Publick Records to 
Ben 86 r n! . 
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zaly. That the Party. themſelves, who are 
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give Countenance to the Cheat: how much 
blacker an Article againſt him ſuch a Falſi: 
fication would have made, than any they 
had to accuſe him of, and how much plain- 
er a Proof than any other they could bring; E 
of that Popery and Tyranny they laid to his 
Charge: And laſtly, How perfectly them- 
ſelves would be hereby clear'd from that 
Imputation of having ras d and expung'd 
this Clauſe, which the Archhiſnop had left 
upon them, and muſt reſt upon them, unleſs 
they could prove he had fallify'd the Re- 
cords, and that the conteſted Clauſe wag 
not in them. They knew all this ſo well; 
that — obſerv d above) they ſent both 
to exa the Archbiſhop, and to ſearch his 
Office upon this Occaſion, as they raked in- 
to all the Paſſages of his Life to find mat- 
ter of Accuſation againſt him: From all 
which Conſiderations laid together, I think 
we may afluredly conclude, that 4 Fact, 
which had been ſo eaſily diſprov d. if falſe; 


and to diſprove which it was ſo much the 


Party's Intereſt, and they knew it to he ſo, 
and therefore took fo much pains, and yet 
were not able to diſprove it; that that Fact 
was moſt certainly true, and confequently 
that the conteſted Clauſe was contain d in the 
Records, to which the Archbiſhop appeal q. 
becauſe the Party never pretended to ſhe y 


or ſo much as to affett, that it Was nat. os" 
pear fill more evident 


And this will ap 
from What I obſerve farther, 
4thly. That the learned Antiquary Mr. Sel- 


. 


din, whom 1 find to hahe deem the ve 


Perfon employ'd to ſearch the Records fer 
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20 Defence of ibe 
5 this Clauſe *, did not only aſſert the An. 
*- thoxityof it, butpreſerv'd two conſiderable 
Manuſcripts which bear Teſtimony, to it; 
one a Paper with Archbiſhop Lands hand 
10 it 5 containing the XXth Article With 
the conteſted Clauſe in it, together with 
ſame Extracts out of the Regiſters of the 
Convocations of 1562, and 1571, relating 01 
to the paſſing of the Articles ; Which Paper 
is ſtill extant, and is ſuppos d to be the very P 
Copy under the Hand of a Publick-Norary pr 
produc'd by Archbiſhop Laud in the Star- . 
Chamber : The other an Original Subſcripti- 8Y 
on of the Lower · Houſe of the Convocation of 8 
1571, to a Latin Copy of the Articles prin- 
Is ted Anno 1563, which allo contains the 
Clauſe in diſpute, and is now in the Bod- R 
| leian Library among Mr. Selden's' Manu- i 
ſcripts. From hence tis plain, that this a 
Gentleman was convinc'd, that the Clauſe pre 


in queſtion was genuine, and therefore muſt the 

have found it in the Records: for as lefs 

Evidence than that was not likely to make Fo 

one, that was ſo little a Friend either to the 9 

Church's Power, or to the Archbiſhop, in- of 

ſtead of his Accaſer upon this Article become thi 

his Advocate; fo if he had not found this b 

Clauſe in the Records, that alone would | ©" 

have convinc'd him, that it was not genu - ©2 

me, vix. that it had not paſs d the Convoca- | 

tion of 1562, together with the reſt of the of 

- Articles, of which thoſe were the Original 1 
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Records; but had been fraudulently inſerted 
W = mo torus * oP un 
| all the Party, molt probably upon 
that fearch of the Rectrds, fen to have 
been fo thoroughly convinc'd of this, that 
(as T obſerve) "71 „ WEL FO: 
\ 6rbly. In the Year 1642, the diſputed 
Clauſe was printed in a Book of Articles, 
that appears to have been publiſh'd by the 
Faction, both from its coming out under no 
Printers name; whereas all the other En- 
gliſh Editions bear thoſe of the King's or 
Queen's Printers; and becauſe it is expreſly 
{aid to be printed for the Benefit of rhe Com- 
monwealth , a ſtyle to Which that Parry 
were then haſtning. And if this Edition 
of the Articles was theirs, there cannot be 
2 greater Confirmation of this Feftimony 
produc'd by Archbiſhop Laud in behalf of 
the Authority of the conteſted Clauſe, than 
that they who. firſt objected againſt it 


Forgery, were hereby ſo fully bonvine df 


its Authority, that they publifh'd a Book 
of Articles with that Clauſe'in it *. And 
thus much for the firſt Teſtimony, where- 
by I undertook to prove, that the conteſted 
Clauſe was contain'd in the Original Re- 
cords of the Convocation of 1562. 
IT. The next Teſtimony T produce is that 
of an Eye-witneſs, who ſaw this Clauſe in 


thoſe Records, while they were yet in 
being. This Eye-witneſs was Dr, Heylin, 


a Perſon of unqueſtionable Credit, who in 
— — 


— 


» Vindic. p. 184, & ſeqq. and 19 "0 
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confirmation of that Copy of this Clauſe 
tranſcrib'd from the original Records, and 
produc'd by his Patron Archbiſhop Laud in 
the Srar-Chamber, under the hand of a pub» 
lick Nazary, expreſsly aſſures us, that he 
himſelf ſaw thoſe Records, and this Clauſe 


in them: for thus much, fays he, I can ſay 


of ming own knowledge, that having occafion 
to conſult rhe Records of Convocation, I found 
this comroverted Clauſe verbatim, in theſe 
following words : Habet Eccleſia ritus 28 
ndi jus, in fidei contraverſits rita> 
tem: Which is alſo a confirmation of the 
next Teſtimony I bring in proof of the Au- 
thority of this Clauſe, and that is, 

III. The firſt printed Edition of the Arti- 
Ces, wrought off moſt probably as ſoon as 
they were paſs d, for it bears date An 1563, 
which Year in the Printer's Account was be- 
gun even before they paſs d, for that was 
not till February 156 In this Edition, of 
och there are ſeveral Copies ſtill extant, 
the controverted Clauſe is contain'd, and 
bon in the very words cited by Dr. Heylin 


from the Records, whereas all the other 


tin Copies of the Articles do ſomething 
vary from this, explaining the word Ritus 
by the Addition of ſive Cgremonias :. Hence 
1 argue, that as it cannot be imagin'd, that 
any one would dare to falſify the Articles 


1 after they were paſs d, much leſs 


{ao | 
that they ſhould be thus N gables 
by the Queen's Printer, and by er Autho- 
pity z and that therefore the Clauſe printed 


1 


7 Exan , Hiſt, P. 1. p. 144+ Vindic. p. 39, & 128. 
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in this Efdition mult have paſs d with all the 
reſt of the Articles, and been copy'd at the 


ſame time with them from the, Records ; 


So this Clauſe, which is ſomething different- 
ly worded in all the other Editions of the 
Articles, agreeing to à tittle with the Re- 
cords in this Edition, as Dr. Heylin aſſures 


us, Who Was an Eye witneſs of it, that is 


an additional Argument, that this Edition 
was immediately copied from the Records; 
and therefore that the conteſted Clauſe con- 
tain'd in it, was like wiſe contain d in them, 
and paſs'd the Convocation of 1562, to 
which thoſe Records belong'd *. | 

And whereas the Author of Prieftcrafe 
pretends, that there was an Engliſh Edition 
of the ſame date without the Chuſe, I 
ſhew that there is no proof of that, but ma- 
nifeſt proof of the contrary, viz. that there 
was fo an Enghſh Edition ſaid to have 
been dated 1562, which contained the com 
teſted Clauſe; and yet that if there had 
been one then that wanted it, that would 
have been a much better Argument of the 
raſure, than of the forgery of the Clauſe in 


queſtion *. . 


And that this Clauſe was alſo paſs'@ in the 


Convocation of 1571, I prove, 

Firſt, From au original Subſcription of 
the Lower Houſe of that Convocation, made 
to a printed Copy of 'the very ſame Edition 
of the Articles, now) mentioned as contai- 
ning this Clauſe in it, which is ſtill extant 


md 
— 
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in the Bodleian Library amongſt Mr. Sel. 


dens MSS, and is one of thoſe Evidences of 


the Authority of this Clauſe, that was a- 
bove taken notice of to have been preſer- 
ved by that great Autiquary : Which I ob- 
ferve is alſo a confirmation of the Autho- 


rity of that Edition, and conſequently of 


the Teſtimony now brought from it in proof 
of the Authority. of the Clauſe in queſtion. 
1 prove farther that it paſs'd the Convoca- 
tion of 1571 59s 

_ Secondly, From all the Editions of the 
Articles to this Day down from that Year 
incluſively; © which as they generally con- 
tain the conteſted Clauſe, excepting two or 


three ſpurious Copies of them, for Which I 


account, * and are in that regard another 


Argument of its Authority: So in the Rati- 
feation printed at the end of them, they 


all expreſsly aſſert, that they Were * Ar- 
ricles of 1562, which were deliberately. read, 

nd confirm'd again by the Subſcription of the 

ands of the, Archbiſhop and Biſhops of the 
upper Houſe, and by the Subſcription of the 
whole Clergy in the nether Houſe in their 
Convocation in the Tear of our Lord 1571, 
and therefore all the Teſtimonies alledg'd 
above in proof, that the conteſted Clauſe was 
contain'd in the Records of the Convocation 


of 1562, are ſo many Evidences, that it was 


alſo paſs d in that of 15715 i 
And I prove by the ſame Argument, 
that this Clauſe was alſo contain'd in the 
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imprinted Book of Articles referr'd to by 
the Act of the 13** of Elizabeth, which en- 
join d Subſcription. to the XXXIX Articles 
For that Act does alſo expreſsly call them 
Articles of Religion, —— whereupon. it was 
agreed by the Archbiſbops and. Biſhops of both 
Provinces, and the whole Clergy in the Convo- 
cation holden at London in the Tear of our 
Lord 1562, Fe. This is the Title of the 
imprinted Book there referr'd to, and indeed 
ofa all the Engliſh Books of Articles that 
were ever printed ſince their firſt paſſing, 
as upon all occaſions ſince theſe Articles are 

generally {til'd the Articles of the Convoca - 
tion of 1562: and the Act mentioning the 
Book it refers to only by that Title, which 
is common to all the printed Copies: of it, 
without ſpecifying any particular Edition 
of that Book, it muſt be concluded to mean 
the ſame Articles, Which are generally con- 
tain'd in all thoſe Editions; and conſequent- 
ly thoſe Articles, of Which the controver- 
ted Clauſe Was a part, even tho' there had 
been an Edition of the Articles then extant, 
which had wanted the Clauſe, as I ſhew we 
have no certainty there was: for as to that of 
1571 Without the Clauſe, it is moſt proba- 
ble that was not printed till after the Act 
was paſs d, at leaſt there is no proof it came 
out before-: and the Edition without date 
that wants the Clauſe, which is the only 
Edition extant without it, that has any ap- 
pearance of being elder than 1571, as for 

want of, date it is uncertain when it was 


. 
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printed; ſo for that reaſon, and becauſe it 
wants a Clauſe, which has been ſhewn to 
be a genuine part of the Articles, it may 
be ſuſpected to have been printed long after 
the time it makes ſhew of; and thoſe marks 
of Wy of which it boaſts, to have 
deen ad 


ed by the ſame Fraud that omit- | 


ted the Clanſe . This I argue may be 
ſuſpected, and it is enough for this pur poſe, 
that the contrary cannot be made out ; and 
yet I urge, that if it could, and it were 
certain that at the time the Act paſs d, there 
was an Edition of the Articles extant with- 
out the Clauſe ; yet unleſs the Act had 
expreſsly ſpecify'd that Edition, it muſt be 
underſtood to mean an Edition with it; 
eſpecially. ſince the Parliament ſeems to 
have acted in this matter in concert with 
the Convocation then fitting, and to have 
made this Act at their Requeſt, thereby 


to enforce Subſcription to the Articles, 


which the Biſhops found it difficult to ob- 
tain by their mere fpiritual Authority: And 
ſince it could not be unknown to the Par- 
liament, that the Book of Articles ſubſerib d 
by that Convocation, while their Act was 
paſſing, was (as we have now ſeen) an 
Editzon which contain'd the conteſted 
Clauſe. I urge farther, that as the Convo- 
cation would have been tender of ſigning 
a different Copy of Articles from that, to 
which they 2 the Parliament were 
then enzoining Subſeription: So it is not 
probable, that the Parliament would en- 
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join 1 2 to a Copy, different from 
what they knew was ſign d by the Convo- 
cation about the ſame time. It is certain 
they would not, if (as is moſt likely) it 
was at the Requeſt of the Convocation, that 
they made this Act. But be that as it will, 
it ĩs cextain tl Eh uld not oppoſe the Con- 
vocation then Iitting, and that in a matter 
of Which themſelves were nat ſo proper 
Judges,. without deſigning it as a mortifi- 
cation to them; and if they had done it 
with any ſuch Deſign, it is as certain, that 
they would for that reaſon. have ſpecify d 
he Edition of, the Articles, to which Sub- 
cription was thus to be 7 in oppoſi- 
tion to the Convocation. This I think ma 
ſuffice to ſhe w, that the conteſted Clauſe 
Was undoubtedly contain d in the imprin- 
ted Book of Articles referr d to by the Ac 
of Parliament, how uncertain ſoever it be, 
what Edition of the Articles that was; and 
My Ioffer ſuch; Arguments, as render it high- 
y. probable that the Book referr'd to in the 
Act, was one of the Editions of that Year 
rinted immediately after the Convocation 
ad confirm'd the Articles, of which Edi - 
tions there are three ſtill extant, all contai- 
ning the conteſted Clauſe; and if it was 
one of them, that is ſtill a farther proof, 
that the Clauſe in queſtion was contain d in 
it: * and though I think it ſignifies little 
to the Authority, either of the diſputed 
Clauſe, or of the Articles in general, that 
Subſcription was enjoin d to them by an Act 
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of Parliament, (which yet was of great uſe 
to enforce it) and the chief reaſon of my 


| taking the trouble to prove the conteſted 
D 


Clauſe to have been in the Book of Articles 
referrd to by that Act, was in compliance 
with my Adverſary's Opinion of a preten- 


ded Authority given to the Articles by the 


Parliament; yet as the Parliament by en- 
joining Subſeription to the Articles without 
any formal Deſign of ratifying, or confir- 
ming them, (Which was not properly their 
buſineſs) did yet own them, and thereby 
obliquely confirm them: So whatever was 
contain'd in the Book of Articles referr'd to 
by that Act, tho? it receiv'd no Authority 
from the Act directly; yet inaſmuch as the 


Act coneern'd the Articles paſs d in the Con- 


vocation of 1562, and would not therefore 
refer to any Book for them, that either 
did not contain all the Articles paſs d there, 
or contain'd any Article, or ſe of an 
Article that was not paſs'd there, jts being 
in the Book referr'd to by that Act is oblique- 
ly an Argument of its Authority, not as 
confirm'd by that Act, but as paſs'd by that 
Convocation. * 
Having by all this poſitive Evidence put 
the Authority of the conteſted Clauſe bo 
yond diſpute, by proving in direct contra- 
diction to the Author of Prieftcraft in Per- 
fection, that it did certainly paſs both the 
Convocation of 1562, and that of 1571, 
together with all the reſt of the Articles, 
and was contain'd in the imprinted Book of 
Articles referr'd to by that Act of Parlia- 
ment, that enjoin'd Subſcription to them ; 
an 


* Church of England; Ge. 


and therefore has all the Authority, that e-, 
ven in his Opinion any part of the Articles 
have. I need not have troubled, my ſelf 
to give an farther Anſwer to that Au- 
thor, nor been at the pains of conſidering, 
either his Objections to the Teſtimony in 
behalf of the Clauſe here produc d, moſt of 
it from Archbiſhop Land 's Speech, or thoſe 
new grounds on Which he pretends to make 
good this old charge of Forgery: For ſince 
the Whole Queſtion between him me 


been the controverted Clauſe did re- 
V paſs the Convocation of 1562 together 
with the reſt of the Articles, or was frau- 
dulently inſerted into them ſince; after I 
1ad once ſhewn by undeniable Evidence, 
that this Clauſe was contain d in the origi- 
nal Records of that Convocation, there w 

in end of the Controverſy between, us: 11 
it Was contain d in thoſe Records, it Was 


unqueſtionably paſs'd in the Convocation: of 


1562 together with the reſt of the Articles; 
and therefore was not anſerted into them 
ſince by any Forgery or Fraud whatſoever, 


* % 4 


Which ſo intirely ſubverts,qur, Dexetter's 
whole Scheme of Prieſtcrafe, that after this 


if he were able to diſcover, twenty, Incon- 


ſiſtencies in Archbiſhop Lands Defence, 
would be no ſupport to his ſinking; Cauſe, 
and if he could produce neuer ſa, many. old 
MSS,. all wanting the Clauſe in queſtion, 
that would be. ſo far from being the leaſt 
Impeachment to its Authority, that on the 
contrary their wanting a Clauſe of the Ar- 
ticles, that has been ſo fully prov d to have 
been contain d in the original Ne rd edt 
| & 4 2 
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monſtrat them to be of 50 Authority 
es. .* 0 2 
However I have ex abundanti anſwers 
both all the Odjections, and all the New 
= ents of that Author; and 1 ſhall here 
the Sum of what T have ſaid to both. 
. Objections againſt 


would endeavour to perſuade" us, there 
could be no ſuch Records in the Archbi- 
ſhop's'Office N that time, thongh We have 
the nibh oubted Evidence that there 
Were, and that the conteſted Clauſe was in 
them. As he gives them us they are no leſs 
than ſix, but may be reduced to à much leſs 
Number; the three firſt and the two laſt 
of tlie e fi being not ſo much different Ob- 
as. ſeveral Brahches of the ſame, 
and Sue of thoſe repeated. The ſubſtance 
thi thoſe five taken together ſeems to be 
8. R 
That ther" bids 2 Manoſeri of the 
39 Articles without the Clauſe, ſign'd by 
both "Houſes of the Convocation of 1562 
arid left by Archbilhop Parker, Preſident of 
that been to I College 
in Cambridge, Where it has remain'd ever 


ſince the Year 1575, in Which that Arch- 


biſhop died: And the Subfertption, of the 
Lower-Hotife (he might have ſaid of both 
Houſes) bearing the fame date in that Ma- 
nuſeript with that of the original Articles, 
and they alſo having been left with Arch - 
biſnop Har ker; both Which laſt Particulars 

pear from the Poſtſcript to the firſt La- 


tin Edition of _ And laſtly, the _ 


4 


the Publick Re- 
cords appeald to by Archbiſhop Laud, 


Church. of England, Oc. 
of that Convacation mentioning à double 
Subſcription of that Lower-Ho the firſt 
by ſome Members of it, and the latter by 
the Body of that Houſe on the Fifth of 1. 
lrnary. _ all this together, jained (I 
Cippoſe). with what-Archbiſhop Lexd'ſays 
in his Ster-Chamber-Speech,of a Sabſcriotiva 
by one Houſe of Convocation which: he 
found among the Records; the Author of 
Prieſtcraft 1 rt forms to {himſelf this Wiſæ 
ſuppoſition, That that Subſcription by one 
Houſe 4 the Record to Which Archbiſhop 
Laud appeal d, and was that Subſcription 
ger Fi to have been — 5 Is 
ſome of the Members of the Lower-Houſe, 
before that other made on the Fifth of Fe- 
bruary by the whole Body of that Houſe; 
and upon this Suppoſition he argues, 

1... That if that double: Subſcription . 
bove · mention d was made to numerically 
the ſame. Articles, then What Archbiſhop 
Laud appeal 'd to cou d be only forg'd Re. 
cards with a ſham Names tack d to 

de Band fn de Cetebe her 
— ound in the Ca Mufexi 
1562, which is concluded to be one of thoſe 
two Subſcriptions. ,, But. | 

'2dly. That if that double Subſcription: 
was not made to numerically the ſame Ar- 
— then that RI de 8 Mau- 


cope appearing been — — the 

Fifth of m_ the other brech 1 
to by Archbiſhop Lad, muſt have heeu tha 

— before the Fifth of February, ( dend by 


ſome Members of. the Lower-Houle. Ac: 
cordingly, ei bt . ons 4 aiboil * 


3dly. That 


| 
| 
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205 That Archbiſnop Lad himſelf 
ond, that the Record to which he ap. 


peald was ſubſcrib'd' but by one Houſe of 
_ Convocation ; and therefore 


Abh. That if it was ſubſcrib'd only * 
one Houſe, and before the Cambridze Ma- 
nuſcript, then all its Authority muſt have 
been' ſuperſeded by that other Subſcripti- 
on, both ſubſequent to this, and made by 
both Houſes, And © #' 

57zbly. That that other Subſcription, con 
cluded to be the original Record of the Ar-. 
ticles, having been in Corpus, Chriſti College 
Library ever ſince Archbiſhop. Parker $ 
death, there conld be rioRecords of the Ar- 
ticlesin the Archbiſhop's Office, when Arch: 
biſhop Land appeal'd to then. 

6thly.. That in this caſe the Authority of 


| Archbiſho Par ter, who was Preſident of 


both ' th6ſe ' Convotations; in which the 
XXXIX Articles paſs d, is of more weight 
than that of Atchbiſhop Land. 
To this long A net as T have here 
ſet it down in its full force, and in all its 
Branches, I anſw er, 
1/f. That it is no RERER there never 


was ſuch a Record as Archbiſhop Baud ap- 


d to, becauſe fo many Years after it 
been deſtroy d, we axe not able to an- 


ſwer all his Queſtions about the Time, Man- 
ner, and other Circumſtances of 1 its pretend. 


ed Subſcription *, . | 
- 2dly; That it is not certain (nor I think 


Probable) that the e Record of the Articles 


a Vindic. p. 40, + "gg * 10 ibid. Ngati C. 
Ane Was 
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f was ſubſcrib'd at all. It is more likely that 
it enen e iro a pe aratory 
8 iption, and afterwards paſs d by bot 
K Houſes vivd voce; and yet to 5 4 his 
7 Argument good, he muſt ſirſt prove that 
the Record was ſubſcrib'd *, 
y 3dly. That if it was alſo ſubſcrib'd by 
the Convocation, it was certainly ſubſcrib'd 
7 as well by both Houſes, as after the Corpus 
Chriſti Manuſcript of 1562, and yet muſt 
. have bore the ſame dates with that Manu- 
5 ſcript, whether that were the very prepa- 
R ratory. Subſcription from which the Record 
8 e's ingroſs'd, or only a foul Draught 
- ol it.“. 
fl 4thly. That Archbiſhop Laud does not 
own, either that the Record of the Arti- 
f | cles was ſubſcrib'd at all, or that it was 
£ ME fſubſcrib'd only by one Houſe of Convoca- 
e tion; for that his Words are: Ile original 
t Articles of 1562, with many Hands to them 
T did ſee and peruſe, but whether the Biſhops 
. Hands were to them or not, I cannot remem- 
ber: Which may either be underſtood of 
the original . Subſcription of 1562, from 
ü which the Record Was ingroſs d, and the 
Arxchbiſhop might in ſix Years time forget 
5 that the Hands of the Biſnops were alſo there: 
| or it may be meant of that Latin Copy of 
the Articles ſtill extant with the original 
Subſcription of the Lower Houſe of Con- 
vocation of 1571 annexd to it“; which 


„ — 2 _ : * * — — g — — — — , 1 | 
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A Defence of the 
though a printed Copy, yet on account of 
that Subſcription is alſo call'd an Original. 


_ .. 5ebly.That the wiſe Suppoſition on Which 


this doughty Objection is rais d, involves 


ſeveral Contradictions; as that this pretend- 


ed Subſcription to the original Record was 


both that made by ſome of the Members of 
8 the Lower Houſe, and that made by the 


body of that Houſe; that the Record to 
Which Archbiſhop Laud appeal d, was that 
which in his Szar-Chamber Speech, he ſays, 
be found ſubſerib'd by all the Lower Houſe, 
though he there moſt expreſly ſays, that 
that was (not a Record but) a printed Book 


of Articles, be Book of 15 63, and that ſub- 


ſerib d indeed by all the Lower Houſe, but 


of what Conyocation? Not of that of 1562, 


but moſt expreſly of the Convocation of this 
Ver) Tear of contradiction 1571 ; and becauſe 
it ſeems this was not enough to ent our 


Author and his Oxford Friend, from miſta- 
king one Convocation for another, the Arch- 


bilhop immediately adds this farther, diſtin - 
ction; Dy. John Elmar {who was after Lord 


Biſhop of London) being there Prolocutor : 
Alexander Nowel, Dean of St. Paul's, having 
been Prolocutor in 1562, and yet living and 
preſent, and ſubſcribing in 1571. And yet this 


© notable Detecter of Frauds, gravely tells us 


? that for ought be knows the Archbiſhop might 


call this the ſubſcription of the original 


Articles of 1562. and to add to all this 


Contradiction, he here ſuppoſes this Sub- 
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ſcription (ſo. manifeſtly that of 1571) to 
have even preceded that of 1562; and 
Archbiſhop Parker's Manuſcript ,, which 
Wants the conteſted Clauſe, to be the Re- 
cord which had it: For he argues, that that 
Manuſcript being then at Cambridge, there 
could be no ſuch Record as Archbiſhop Laud 
appeal'd to then in his Office, Fhough the 
Archbiſhop appeal'd to that Record for the 


very Clauſe which this Manuſcript wants, 
and the want of which (after the Evidence 


that has been produc'd for that Clauſe's be- 
ing genuine) is alone a demonſtration, that 
this Manuſcript is no Record of the Ar- 
ticles . 11 | 

6chly. That we have yet farther, and 
thoſe inconteſtable Proofs, that the Cam- 
bridge Manuſcript of 1562 is no Record of 
the Articles, and ſhall produce them when 
we come to conſider the Grounds on which 
the Author of Prieſteraft pretends to ſup- 
port his Charge of Forgery. 

7chly. That it is impertinent to alledge 
Archbiſhop Parker's Authority in this Caſe, 
and to prefer it to Archbiſhop Laud's; ſince 
the Authority of Archbiſhop Laud, though 
of great weight in it felt, yet has not 
been inſiſted on in defence of the Clauſe, 
becauſe the firſt Accuſers of the Church up- 
on this Head had ſo little regard for his 
Authority, that they laid the pretended 
Forgery chiefly to his Charge. And as to 


Archbiſhop Parker, he never zave ſo much 


as his Opinion in the Caſe, as far as we can 


S 
—— 
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learn: and all the ground there is for plead- 
ing his Authority here, is only becauſe theſe 

retended Originals of the Articles Were his. 
his, I hope, is a full Anſwer to all that 
$'contain'd in five of this Author's Objecti- 


ons againſt the Record appeal'd to by Arch- 


biſhop Land. 

His fourth and only remaining Objecti- 
on does alſo conſiſt of many Particulars, 
and is in ſhort this, That Dr. Moc tet, Arch- 
biſhop Abbor's Chaplain, having in his Poli- 
na Zcclefis Anglicana publiſh'd the Articles 
without the conteſted Clauſe; and his Book 
being call'd in and burnt, chiefly (as is 
ſuppos' d) for that Reaſon, and yet that Rea 
ſon being not aſſign d; tis alledg d, that the 
Court Biſhops then at variance With Archbi- 
ſhop Abbot would, out of Enmity to him, 
and in Defence of the Clauſe, have certainly 
aſſign d the omiſſion of it as the Cauſe of 
burning that Book, had there been any Re- 
cords then at hand to vindicate the Autho- 
rity of the Clauſe from that ſuſpicion, ſaid 
to be caſt upon it by this Book's diſcovering 
the Archbifhop's Judgment in this matter, 
as well as that probably of many other 


-Drvines. To Which long Objection I an- 
{wer alſo in ſeveral Particulars. 


1ſt. That it need not be inferr'd from 
Dr. Heylin's. Account of this matter, that 


the Book was burnt out of Enmity to Arch- 


biſhop Abbor, but only to prevent the Er- 
rors of it ſpreading under the Countenance 


of ſo great an Authority: and that the reſt 


1 
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wiſe falſe, or nothing to his:purpoſe *. 
2aly; That if the true Cauſe of burnin 
the Book was its wanting, the conteſt 
Clauſe, yet it is not certain, either. Firſt, 
That the Court Biſhops. were fo fond 
ſhewing their Enmity againſt Archbiſhap 
Abbot as the Objector pretends, who mea» 
ſures their Enmity to that Archbiſhop b 
his own to all the Clergy: or Second. 
iy, that they thought this fo . an 
nity of ſhewing their Enmity to 
him: or Thirdly, that they had not ſome 
Reaſons not to do it that time, 6 
3dly. That Dr. Aſac ters Book was ſo far 
from ſhewing the Judgment of the Arch- 


biſhop, and other Divines upon this Que - 


ſtion, that it did not ſo much as ſhew his 
own; and yet if it had ſhew'd both his 
and their Judgments to. have been againſt 
the Clauſe, that would have been no pre- 
judice to the Authority of it; or if it had, 

et ſince there were other Reaſons for bur- 
ing his Book, it was not neceſſary to pub- 
liſh this, at leaſt not ſo neceſlary, as to in- 
fer from their not doing it, that they were 
not able to defend the Authority of the 
Clauſe, and therefore that there were no 
Records in the Archbiſhop's Office at that 

time, proper to determine the Queſtion *. - 


Having thus anſwer d all the Author of 


Prieſtcraft's Objections againſt the Record 


appeal'd to by. Archbiſhop Laud, I proceed 


to conſider thoſe new Arguments, by which 
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that Author undertakes to make good this 
old Charge of Forgery; and to prove, that 
the conteſted Clauſe was neither paſs'd in 
Convocation, nor ratify'd, as he calls it, 
by Parliament. That this Clauſe was not 


paſs d by the Convocation either of 1562, 
or of 1571, the Author of Prieftcrafe under- 
takes to prove from the Cambridge Manu- 


ſcript of 1562 abovemention'd, and another 
of 1571, the latter ſubſcrib'd by the Prefi- 
dent and ten Bifhops of the Convocation of 
1571, as the former by both Houſes of that 
of 1562, both left by Archbiſhop Parker, 
Preſident of both thoſe Convocations, to 
Corpus Chriſti College in Cambridge, where 
they have been ever ſince his Death, and 
both wanting the Clauſe in queſtion, 

IJ0o this I anſwer ; that theſe Manuſcripts 
are not the Records of the Convocations to 
Which they relate, nor therefore of any 


Authority in the preſent Diſpute. And this 


Tprove by ſeveral Arguments; firſt of both 

scripte in general, and then of each 

in particular, viz. A 

It. Becauſe they are neither of them in- 
rols'd nor in Parchment . 


— 


- +2dly. Becauſe they both want the Confir- 


mation of the Royal Authority *, 

** 3dly. Becauſe they were both given to 
Corpus Cbriſti College by Archbiſhop Parker, 
who as Preſident of thoſe Conyocations, 
might difpoſe as he pleaſed of all prepara- 
tory Papers, but could have no right to give 


away the Records of his Office. 


3 5.79 Id. ibid, * Ibid. 5.8 1, * : 
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Theſe: Arguments concern both Manu- 
ſcripts in general. As to each in particular, 
and Firſt; that of 1562, Lalledge, en 
1%. That according to this Author's own; 
account of it, tis only a foul preparatory 
Draught of the Articles“. v4 
2dly,, That the Subſcription to it is not 
full and entire, wanting the Hands of two 
Biſhops, who are known to have ſubſcrib'd *, 


Zalh. That it is not certain whether this 


be a Subſcription to the XXXIX Articles 
now in force, or to a Draught of XLII 
Articles agreed upon antecedently to theſe 
0 and ſeveral of them different from 
hee „ +: TY LI 81 87 

. 4thly, That this Manuſcript refers to the 
Autograpbum, which was either the original 
Subſcription from Which the Record Was 
ingroſs d, or the Record it ſelf, if that Was 
allo ſubſeribd; and therefore this can be 
neither that Record, nor that original Sub- 
ſcription 82 31251 

And with regard to the Manuſcript of 
1571, IJ argue, | 
1ſt. That it is not an entire Subſcription 
ſo much as of one Houſe of Convocation *, . 
» 2dly.; That it is a Subſcription, as there 
expreſs d, only to XXXVIII Articles . 
Zaly. That it ſeems to have ſome Addi- 
108 A it, of later date than the Manuſcript 
it lelt-*,.  /- 


4thly. That the Lower-houſe of that Con- 


1 
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vocation having ſubſcrib'd. to a printed Copy 
of the Articles ſtill extant, and mention d 


above; and that containing the conteſted 


Clauſe, it is probable the Upper Houſe took 
the ſame Method, at leaſt it is moſt impro- 
bable, that they would at the ſame time ſub- 


ſcribe aManuſcript-copy without the Clauſe. 


To all which may be added againſt the 
Authority of both theſe MSS, I mean a. 


gainſt their being original Records of Con- 


vocation, That very particular Which is 
thought to give them all their Authority, 
and that is the Subſcription made to them, 
which ſhews them rather to have been pre- 
paratory Subſcriptions of the Articles, Which 


Were after wards to be made up into Re- 


cords, than the Records themſelves, Which 
(as was obſerv'd above) were in all probabi- 


lity not ſubſcrib'd; but only paſs d viva 
voce, after they had been ingroſs d from pre- 


paratory Subſcriptions; and when thus fi- 


nally paſs'd, were ratify'd by annexing the 


broad Seat to them, as we are aſſur d by 
my Lord Chief Juſtice Coke ©, ' And this 
Argument is confirm'd by what J obferve 
of the great reſemblance there is between 
the manner of paſſing Articles of Religion 
Canons, &c. in a Convocation, and that of 
concluding Articles of Peace in National 
Treaties; and that the latter being firſt a- 
greed upon by a preparatory Subſcription, 
and finally concluded by the Ratification 
upon an ingroſs d Inſtrument, that is moſt 
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obably the Method of proceeding in the 
former, concerning the Circumſtances of 
Which ſince (as a learned Author juſtly 
complains) we have ſo little Ligbr from rhe 
Regiſters of Convocation, e can only ar- 
gue what they probably were from Pro- 
ceedings of like nature. And this agrees 
with the account which that Author has 
given us of theſe Proceedings. And if this 
Was the Method of . theſe Articles, 
viz. that the) 7 — - — upon by : 
Yeparat per- ſubſcription, then ingroſs 
7 land the ingroſs d Inſtrument 


read over again, and finally paſsd by the 


Members of both Houſes vivd voce, and laſt 
of all ratify'd by the Broad Seal, and then 
plac'd among the Records of Convocation : 
If the Articles were paſs'd in this manner 
46 is hoſt probable, then I argue, that tho 
the MS of 1562 were really the very ori- 
gimil preparatory Subſcription of that Con- 
vocation, from Which the Record was af- 
terwards ingroſs d, yet it is of no Autho- 
rity now in any particular, wherein it ap- 
pears the Record vary'd from it : for that 
every ſuch variation ought to be regarded, 
as an amendment agreed upon by the Con- 
vocation between the time of theis ſubſcri- 
bing the Articles on Paper, and their laſt 
voting them when ingroſs' d on Parchment: 
Between which two Actions of the ſame 
Convocation there ſeems to be as much dif- 
ference, as there is in Parliament between 
the Reſolution of a Committee of the whole 
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Hauſe, and the Vote of the Houſe made upon 
the Report of that Reſolution ; and therefore 


we can no more argue from one to the other 


in thoſe, than we can in theſe, which often 
vary, and are ſometimes quite contrary. 
Io make good this Argument, I obſerve, 


that there are ſome things in this MS Which 


muſt, neceſſarily, have been alter'd in the 
Record, if drawn from it; that the proper 
time for ſuch * "Ry d is 
Preparatory Subſcription, and the ingroſſin 

K n. that any alteration made at that 
time, and paſs'd with the ingroſs d Inſtru- 
ment, would be of as much Authority, as 
if it had been made before the Subſcription ; 
that the Inſertion of the .conteſted Clauſe 
was an amendment very proper to. be made 
at that time, if it had been omitted in the 
preparatory. Subſcription z' and accordingly 
that that and the other neceſſary. Emenda- 
tions were actually made in the Record of 


this Convocation. So that to conſider this MS 


as the very Model, on which the Record was 
fram d; yet ſince we have all this Evidence, 
that in the framing of that there were ſe; 
veral Corrections made upon this Model, I 
urge, that it is as ſenſeleſs after this to argue 
from this MS. againſt the Authority of a 


Clauſe, which we have evident proof was 


in the Record of Convacation, as it would 
be to argue from the Model of a Building 
the exact agreement of the Building with 
it in every Particular, tho' we had Eye- 
witneſſes of ſome Particulars, wherein the 
Model and the Building did not agree *. 
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As to what the Author of Prieftcrafe: al- 
ledges to prove, that the conteſted Clauſe 
was not contain'd' in the imprinted Book! of 
Articles referr'd to by the Act of the 1 3** 
of Elizabeth, viz. that this is a Fact ſo no- 
torious among the Clergy themſelves, that 
Archbiſhop Laud did not deny it; that 


Dr. Fuller, Dr. Heylin, and Biſhop 'Pearſon 


did-all own it ; that the ſeveral Impreſſions 
of the Articles in Queen Elizabeth's Reign 
are an undoubted Evidence of it; and: laſtly 
that the very Edition of the Articles re- 
ferr'd to by the Act (pretended to be one 
of thoſe ſtill extant without the Clauſe) 

roves this Fact even to a Demonſtration : 
Labſolutely deny this pretended Notoriety of 
Fact; and in anſwer to theſe Inſtances I ſhew, 
Firſt, That though Archbiſhop Laud did 
not affirm, that this Clauſe was. ratify d by 
Parliament; becauſe neither this nor any 
other part of the Articles had any need of 
ſuch ratification; nor Was the Act of the 
13 of Eliz. made with. any ſuch De- 
ſign; and therefore it was only obliquely 
at the moſt, that any of the Articles were 
ratity'd by this Act: yet he not only af- 


43 


firm'd, but evidently prov'd, that this . 


Clauſe had all that Authority, Which the Ob- 
jector means by this pretended Ratification . 
- Secondly, That Dr. Heylin did for this 
reaſon deny, that the Articles were ratify'd 


by Parliament, and yet was ſo far from 


confirming _—— ſaid by Dr. Fuller a- 
gainſt the Authority of this Clauſe, that he 
confutes all that is ſaid by Fuller to that 


— — — — 
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and declares himſelf to have been 


an Eye-witneſs of —_— 
Thirdly, That the Auth Prieftcraſe 


falſifies Dr. Fuller, and is forced to own the 
Doctor was convinc' of the Authority of 


this Clauſe, at the ſame time that he brings 


him in as an Evidence againſt it“. 

Fourthly, That Biſhop Pearſon does nei- 
ther ſay, nor certainly: 1 What this 
Author makes him atteſt; an | yet if that 
were imply'd in what the Biſhop ſays, his 
Words do at the ſame time not only Cady, 
but declare the Authority of the Clauſe, 
which the Author of Priefierafe cites them 
to difprove*. 

Fifthly, That all that can be argu'd from 
ſome few Editions of the Articles without 
the Clauſe in Queen Elizabeth s time, when 
yet there were more that had it, is only 
that there have been Enemies to the 4 
rity of the Church as long as ſince that 


time? : that however our Author falſiſies 


Archbiſhop Land in making him ſay, that 
the Clauſe was omitted in the Editions of 
that Reign for 22 Years; and that himſelf 
moſt probabl knew this Fact to be other- 
wiſe % An | | 
| Laſtly, Whereas be challet es us to pro- 
duce any one Engliſn Edition of the Articles 
printed in, or before the Tear 1371 that 
contains the diſputed Clauſe; and is fo con- 
fident We cannot, that he not only charges 
Biſhop: Peaurſon With downright Forgery and 
Faiffication, for aſſerting that he had ſeen 
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ſuch an Edition, but calls this putting the 

Matter on ſuch an Iſſue, as may clearly de- 

monſtrate his Point, I produce him not on- 

iy one, but three ſeveral Editions of that 
Tear 1571, all containing the _ 

refied Clauſe, and all pr printed by 

Cawood the Queen 'sPrinters, and by t ne 


al Authority; and according to this Author's 


own way of arguing, this is a demonſtration, 
that the Clauſe was contain d in the imprin- 
ted Book of Articles, ratify'd (as he 2 


by Parliament: for to uſe his own words, If 


tbat Book tas one of thoſe printed An 1571, 


as he is willing to believe, and I have en- 
deavour d to make probable, ( Prefip,48;&c.) 
nothing can be plainer, than that the Clauſe 
of — Church's Power was ratify d by Parlia- 
ment. For T'bave produc'd 'zbree Editions 


of, chat very Tear with the Clauſe: and they 


have lain ſeveral Months at Mr. Wilkins 
for the Satisfaction of all Inquirers *. 

Añd whereas the Author of Hagens 
would inſinuate * that there was a Book of 


Articles tack d to the original Record of this . 


Act, and purloin'd fromit ſince; beſides what 


T have ſaid + to ſhew the Malice of that Inſi- 
nuation, and that there is no probability of 
the Fact; but rather that his ſpeaking with fo 


little aflurance of i it, is a proof, that either he 
did not examine the Record, or if he did, he 
found there had been no Book tack d to it : 
Now I can aſſure him, that I have examinꝭd 
it carefully my ſelf, and: that there-isnot the 
leaſt Foo — Record of any Book ha- 
̈—— ——— Mo. ͥ— —  _ ———— 
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ving been ever tack'd to it: nay that its be- 
ing it ſelf join d in one long continued Roll, 
with all the Acts paſs'd before and after it 
that Year, it was hardly poſſible that any 
ſuch Book ſhould have been ever tack d to it 
either at the beginning or end of it, Which 
is the uſual Way of tacking Scedules to lar- 
ger Inſtruments, becauſe that would have 
interrupted the Roll: and theſe Records be- 
ing roll'd up on purpoſe to preſerve them, if it 
had been tack d to dhe ſide of the Record, it 
could not have been roll'd up, nor preſerv d. 
I cannot cloſe this Abſtract better, than 

by obſerving the Method that has been us d 
by the Fattion in this Calumny againſt the 
Church. The firſt ſtep in order to this 
charge of Forgery, was to get ſome Editions of 
the Articles printed without the Clauſe of 
the Church's Power; which tho' done not 
many Years after the Articles were paſs'd, 
yet was ſo far from being inſiſted on then, 
that it was rather conceal'd, and left to 
ripen into an Objection againſt the Autho- 
rity of that Clauſe, When at a greater di- 
ſtance of time it ſhould not be ſo eaſy to 
diſcern the ſpurious Editions of the Articles 
from ſuch as Were gennine. Accordingly 
(as far as I can find) it was about 70 Years 
before the Authority of thoſe ſpurious Co- 


pies Was pleaded, and then Burton took 


upon him to charge the pretended Forgery 
upon Archbiſhop Laud, and the Prelates of 
that time, and alledg'd thoſe Copies in ſup- 
port of that Charge; and this I need not 
obſerve Was a Prelude to the great Rebel- 
lion of 1641. The Archbiſhop, as we [3a 
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ſeen, ſo effectually anſwer'd their Charge, 
and clear'd both himſelf, and the Church, 
nay and retorted the Fraud upon the Fa- 
Eon, that they have been ford even in 
their own' Defence to keep Silence ever 
ſince. Now after about 70 Years more, 
that they ſeem'd to hope all the Impreſſions 
of the Archbiſhop's Defence might be worn 
out, and that a foul preparatory Ms or 
two of the Articles might be trump'd u | 
as original Records, after thoſe! R 8 
had been above 40 Years ſince conſum'd in 
thoſe Flames of the City, for Which ſome of 
their Party *ſuffer'd before - hand; MSS which 
while thoſe Records were in being, were 
not thought worth mentioning: and When 
they had ſo good an aſſurance, that moſt 
of the ancient genuine Editions of the Arti- 
cles were deſtroy d (probably by their pro- f 
curement) that the Author by Prieſtcraft IF 
ventures the Iſſue of the Cauſe on our pro j 
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ducing ſo much as one of them. Now, I 
ſay, that all things ſeem'd ripe for attack- | 
- ing the Church atreſh with this old Calum- = 
0 ny, and gave them hopes of better Succeſs; 
s and when in all appearance too they were 
y for playing over the Game of 164 1 again, 
8 and giving us an old Prelude to a new Re- ' 
. bellion; they have thought fit to revive this 
K Charge of Forgery againſt the Church and 
y Clergy ; juſt as of late they have reprinted 
f a Letter againſt Biſbop Lake's Dying Decla- 


1+ © LC RR mn, ao 0a HRS 
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t lent Anſwers to it written about 20 Years 0 
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A Defence of the 
ago, when it firſt-canie ent; and ſp in 
renewing —— of Forgery Archbiſhop 
Lud Defence againſt it is not wholly 
| d "Over, et it is repreſented as a De 
enge only © Thimſell and that in effect he 
 ownid.the charge as to all the reſt. I hope 
IJ have ſufſiciently ſhewn the contrary ; 
and even from the Archbiſhop's Speech 

-prov'd the Authority of the Clauſe in que- 
Rion- beyond all contradiction. Yet if this 
- happen to ſilenceithe Party for the preſent, 


_ they will-be-ſare to open again, as ſoon as 
6 2 — hope all this is forgotten; and by 


- (that-time p 3 will hope likewiſe 
to 1 thoſe feu remaining ancient 
_— the Articles which are genuine, 
which beyond their expectation bave 
hitherto eſcap'd their Hands; and if they 


think fit to EE me the Honour to make the 


* Attempt upon my Vindication, it will 
| more than is uſual with them, cutting 
MY A; which I think I may ſay without 
5 N they will hardly be able to untie. 
| — and many _ like 2 that 
m the given of the Partys brooding over 
Les oß their own, till rĩpe for the Miſchief 
they are always hatching, ſhould teach the 
Friends of our Church and Conſtitution to 
be as vigilant in their Defence, as theſe 
Enemies are for their — to be 


watchful-in oppoſing e -_ firſt ſtep made 
towards their ruin; and poſlible to cruſn 
theſe Cockatrices in 1 the Egg. 
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© See ſome Reflections on a Letter occaſion'd | by Bi- 


ſhop Lake's dying Declaration, Gg. 
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